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Ripstein; Prof. G.D. Xistris; Prof. E.M. Price; Dr. 
M. Despland; Prof. L.W. Jankowski; Prof. A.D. 
Russell 

Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
DECEMBER 18, 1981, BE APPROVED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


In response to a question that had been raised at the last Senate meeting 
concerning a bill in the amount of 56 [cents] that had been sent to a student, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that while such things may have happened in the past, 
in general this was a relatively new problem that has been generated by a 
change whereby interest was charged on a monthly basis, resulting in 
balances being built up in small amounts. In the past when charges for late 
payments were larger, if there was a residual it tended to be a larger amount. 
At this stage, the bills are simply prepared and mailed out automatically and 
the Treasurer's Office will look at the situation to see whether it is possible 
or appropriate to change the system, to provide some cut off point for small 
amounts. 


Question Period 


Ms. Wilde extended an invitation to all Senators to attend the Montreal MBA 
Case Competition scheduled to be held on the SGW Campus next week. 


82-2-5 


82-2-6 


82-2-7 


82-2-8 


Details, including dates, times and place, were contained in a single sheet 
document which was distributed at the beginning of the meeting. 


It was requested and Senate agreed, that Item X - Motion concerning 
Commerce and Administration 1982 Summer Schedule - , be moved up on 
the Agenda, to be considered immediately following Item VII - Competence 
in Written Expression. 


Concern was voiced over the descriptive labels attached to the different 
alphabetical grade levels indicated in Section 16.3.2. of the 1982/83 
Undergraduate Calendar. It was stated that since our grading system was an 
hierarchical one, according to the descriptive labels anything below the "C" 
group of grades was, in effect, unacceptable. That is, the label "Poor", 
which clearly meant unacceptable, has been attached to the 111)" group of 
grades, which represents a whole range of students who would otherwise 
be considered to have attained a passing performance. It was suggested that 
consideration be given to changing the descriptive labels on the latter two 
categories in the grading system, immediately above the "Failure" 
classification. It was agreed that the above question be referred to the 
Steering Committee, to consider how the matter should be dealt with. 


Other issues raised included the closing of the Libraries at 11:00 p.m. rather 
than 12:00 p.m. as previously agreed to; the painting over of "no-smoking" 
signs in classrooms on the SGW campus and the general question of 
enforcement of the "no-smoking" regulation; charging students for a copy 
of the Undergraduate Calendar; the anticipated sources for the money which 
will be required to finance the Library Project and the scope of the 
consultative process in connection with that Project, particularly with 
respect to alternative proposals concerning the Royal George Apartments; 
FAPUQ!'s position vis-a-vis Federal Transfer Payments; and the question of 
collective lobbying by all groups involved with the Quebec University 
system, to influence within the Provincial Cabinet, the allocation of monies 
to the universities. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-82-2-D4 - "Guide to 
the Financing of the University, 1980/81", which was listed under Agenda 
Item V,g). He advised that the document was being tabled for the 
information of Senate. 


In response to a question concerning access to Concordia's budget 
statements to the Government, Dr. O'Brien explained that there were a 
variety of things in a variety of forms that exist, but what the University 
submits to the Government was more by way of information after the fact, 
e., last year's actual expenditures, with a certain number of very 
aggregated extrapolations into future years. He further emphasized that 
since the Department of Education does not approve our budget, the 
University does not submit a budget to the Department for approval. 
Responding to a question concerning charging for copies of the University 
Calendar and the monies which will be saved as a result of that, vis-a-vis 
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priorities with respect to the allocation of monies in discretionary funds 
throughout the University, Dr. O'Brien advised that ultimately in many of 
these things it comes down to a question of judgement that is going to be 
exercised by someone. on the one hand, discretionary funds do exist, but 
on the other hand they are relatively small to the total operation, and in a 
further sense, their significance can be larger than their absolute amount 
because it was often these marginal sums of money that either are or are not 
available for a specific thing, that make a major difference. In addition, there 
are fewer discretionary funds than there used to be because the budgetary 
squeezing exercise squeezed them along with everything else, but at the 
same time he stated that he would be hard pressed indeed to provide any 
specific figures as to what the discretionary funds are, because by the very 
nature of our operations, they are spread around in many places rather than 
all being in one central pot. He further stated that, to a considerable extent, 
the only answer that he could give to the question was that we should leave 
some discretionary funds in the budget operation and, in the final analysis, 
we will have to leave it to whomever has those funds, to use them and to be 
prepared to explain as may be necessary why the money was used in this 
way rather than in that way. While the ultimate result would not be perfect, 
it would probably be less perfect if we were to squeeze out or centralize all 
discretionary funds. 


It was wondered whether there was any unassigned monies available within 
the University that could be used to offset the anticipated savings that will 
accrue as a result of charging for copies of the University calendar. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that all the money in the University has been assigned 
and the preliminary indications are that all the money will be spent and 
more, in spite of the fact that we were in theory aiming for a balanced 
budget, but we never come out dead on and according to current 
indications, we will come out on the red side of the budget. 


Competence in Written Expression 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the second page of document 
US-82-1-D7, which contained the resolutions which were approved, on a 
tentative basis, by Senate on November 30, 1981. He advised that the 
resolutions were circulated to the Faculty Councils for their comment and 
reaction and the responses from the Faculty Councils were contained in 
document US-82-1-D8. Document US-82-2-D5, which was distributed on 
the table today, was the final reaction of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration. Dr. O'Brien summarized the Faculty Council responses as 
follows: The Councils of the Faculties of Arts and Science, and Engineering 
and Computer Science, have essentially endorsed the resolutions that were 
put forward but at the same time, have proposed a few changes which, in 
his opinion, were compatible with the spirit of the resolutions, along with a 
number of other comments and suggestions which have more to do with the 
administration of the system than with the basic principles; the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council has approved the general thrust of the 
resolutions, with one highly significant difference, which was that this 
should not be a graduation requirement, but rather that it should be a 


requirement that would have to be passed half way through the programme 
and students who were not able to complete the requirement satisfactorily 
would not be permitted to register for further courses until that requirement 
has been met; and finally, the Faculty of Fine Arts has essentially rejected 
the idea of a graduation requirement or of a forced system. He suggested 
that Senate should first of all consider what action to take with respect to the 
issues raised in the responses from the various Faculty Councils, after 
which, it should deal with the three remaining items in the document which 
was submitted by CUSA (Resolutions d), e), and f), document 
US-81-10-D3). 


During the general discussion which ensued, the issues, comments, 
concerns, etc., which were raised and responded to centered on the eighteen 
months deadline for satisfying the requirement of competence in written 
expression, as recommended by the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration; the opposition of the Faculty of. Fine Arts to the 
compulsory principle attached to the tests of competence in written 
expression as a graduation requirement; and the flexibility inherent in the 
CUSA proposal, resulting in the first instance, from the fact that it was a 
compromise document. 


With respect to the question of competence in written expression as a 
condition of graduation, Dr. O'Brien advised that in saying that this will be 
a graduation requirement, technically speaking one was really saying that 
this is part of the programme, i.e., it is not an extra credit but it is part of the 
curriculum. The problems and fears which were being expressed over this 
issue, arise from the fact that Senate and/or the Faculty Councils could 
presumably exempt a student from completing a certain part-of the 
curriculum and graduate him or her anyway. He felt that it was important to 
inject this clarification because it throws some light on the issue raised by 
the response from the Faculty of Fine Arts. He explained that in the 
academic areas of the University, the way in which the powers of Senate 
were set up, etc., Senate is the final body and has the final say, with one 
exception and that exception happens to be curriculum. Where curriculum 
was concerned, both a Faculty Council and Senate have to end up in 
agreement, i.e., a Faculty Council cannot change its curriculum without 
Senate's approval, but conversely, Senate cannot force a Faculty Council to 
change its curriculum unless that council agrees. Consequently, insofar as 
the principle of a graduation requirement was concerned, if it was a 
curriculum matter, it would ultimately have to go to the Faculty Councils in 
a formal sense, to be approved. 


Again with respect to the issue of competence in written expression as a 
requirement for graduation, the feeling was expressed that we should really 
be concentrating on the initiation of the process rather than on the end of the 
process. That is, the students would be far better advised if we could 
guarantee that the first examination would take place as soon as possible 
after students are admitted to the University so that the problems, if any, 
would be identified at that point in time. It was further stated that the rest of 
the system could be flexible, but ideally if a student took the test in the first 
year before registration or before the course change period, he or she, with 


faculty support and encouragement, would have sufficient time and 
motivation to deal with the problem. 


With respect to the eighteen months deadline for satisfying the requirement 
for competence in written expression, as recommended in the response from 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, it was explained that the 
Faculty wanted to avoid the problem of being faced with the situation at 
graduation time of students who will have successfully completed all of 
their courses but for one reason or another, will not have satisfied the 
requirement of competence in written expression. The feeling was also 
expressed that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration would be 
flexible with respect to the eighteen months deadline, provided that the 
policy eventually adopted ensures that the literacy requirement will have 
been satisfied before registration in the last semester of the programme, so 
that we would not be faced with problems and the attendant pressures, at the 
time of approval of graduation lists. 


It was argued that a lot of red herrings were being thrown into the debate, 
1.e., the discussion so far has centered on the mechanics of the system 
when, in fact, Senate should be considering the principle of what was being 
proposed. 


By way of procedure, Dr. O'Brien suggested that a resolution be made to 
the effect that Senate reaffirm the Resolutions on Competence in Written 
Expression as set out in document US-82-1-D7, followed by three 
alterations or changes covering the points raised in the responses from the 
Faculty Councils. The three charges were 1) that the test of competence in 
written expression will be taken shortly after commencing the programme; 
2) that the graduation requirement be changed to a requirement to pass the 
test within eighteen months of commencing the programme; and 3) that the 
test results be recorded. He stated that he would invite someone to propose 
the resolution to affirm and then anyone who wishes to sponsor any of the 
three points noted above, could propose an amendment which could be 
voted on. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT SENATE REAFFIRM THE RESOLUTIONS ON COMPETENCE 
IN WRITTEN .EXPRESSION AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT 
US-82-1-D7. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY MR. GARON, THAT THE TEST OF COMPETENCE 
IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION BE TAKEN BY THE STUDENT AS 
SOON AS POSSIBLE AFTER ACCEPTANCE BY THE UNIVERSITY, 
AND PRIOR TO THE END OF THE FIRST TERM OF ATTENDANCE. 


AMENDMENT CARRIED. 
AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 


SECONDED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, THAT THE FOLLOWING BE 
INSERTED AS A GUIDELINE IN THE CALENDAR - THAT 


STUDENTS WHO FAIL THE TEST BE URGED TO UNDERTAKE 
REMEDIAL ACTIVITY IMMEDIATELY, AND BE URGED TO 
SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION WITHIN EIGHTEEN MONTHS. 


In response to a question concerning the point at which the requirement for 
competence in written expression would have to be satisfied, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that in terms of what was before Senate at the moment, there was 
a graduation requirement which was the only ultimate point; in terms of the 
amendment on the floor, students would be encouraged to go through the 
various processes by eighteen months, but if they fail every step along the 
way, nothing will happen until they get to the point of graduation. 


It was argued that unless we really defined the limits to which students have 
to conform, vis-a-vis the point at which the requirement for competence in 
written expression would have to be satisfied, the tendency would be that 
the problem student would let the matter go until the last minute and we will 
be faced with a lot of problems in the last year of the programme. 


In response to a suggestion that the amendment be changed to the effect that 
those who fail the test, "must undertake remedial activity immediately", it 
was stated that the word "must" would create certain difficulties with respect 
to students who fail the test, i.e., would they have to drop something in the 
second term in order to pick up the remedial activity, or would they be 
allowed to include the remedial activity with their next year's course load. 


It was pointed out that the University has had to face similar situations in the 
past, both with respect to English language requirements and incomplete 
DEC's and it was argued that short of a requirement that students must 
register and maintain registration in English language courses, they will 
simply take the test or not take the test for medical reasons or whatever, and 
disappear until graduation time, which will do nothing but cause problems. 
Furthermore, we will have endless debates at Faculty Councils at graduation 
time, where it will be argued that, so what if the student has not passed the 
test, the student must be competent because he or she has met all other 
requirements for graduation. 


In response to a question concerning the status of the amendment on the 
floor, Senate was advised that the mover and seconder have accepted the 
suggestion that the phrase "be urged to undertake be changed to "must 
undertake...". 


In response to another question concerning the interpretation of the phrase 
".,. must undertake remedial activity immediately particularly with respect to 
the difficulty of verifying that remedial activity has in fact been undertaken, 
it was explained that as stated in the amendment, this would be a guideline 
only, which was intended to serve as an aid in advising students so that they 
would not have to wait to be told by an advisor that they must undertake 
remedial work. Also, with respect to "eighteen months", it was stated that 
this was clearly meant to be eighteen calendar months rather than to be 
interpreted in terms of the number of credits completed, because the intent 


was to get the students to satisfy that requirement as quickly as possible so 
that it would help them in taking the rest of their courses. It was further 
explained that the intention was that the eighteen months stipulation would 
apply to both full and part-time students. 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Concerning the recommendation from the Engineering and Computer 
Science Faculty Council, that the test results be recorded, it was explained 
that this was a matter of administrative necessity, in the sense that in order 
to be able to require a student to undertake remedial work immediately, it 
would have to be known whether the student had passed or failed the test of 
competence in written expression. Senate was also advised that Council, in 
making this recommendation, was fully aware of the distinction between the 
student "record" and the "transcript". That is, the "transcript", which goes 
outside the University, would contain no reference to the tests, one way or 
the other. Rather, the test results would appear only on what the student 
receives as his or her "record" and similarly what is used by those 
individuals within the University who have to deal with the student. 


Senate was advised that insofar as the Registrar's Office was concerned, the 
matter could be handled in the same fashion as incomplete DEC's. That is, 
test results would be noted on the student record and would therefore be in 
the hands of anyone inside the University who had access to the student's 
record, including the student, academic advisors, the Registrar's office 
staff, etc., but it would not be on any transcript sent outside the University. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY MR. GARON, THAT THE TEST RESULTS WILL 
APPEAR ON THE STUDENT'S INTERNAL RECORD. 


AMENDMENT CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED 
BY PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE COSTS OF THE TESTING AND OF 
THE REMEDIAL PROGRAMME BE CLEARLY IDENTIFIED AND 
REPORTED TO SENATE BEFORE IMPLEMENTATION, AND THAT 
SENATE BE INFORMED OF THE PRECISE SOURCE OF THE 
REQUIRED MONEY. 


It was stated that one fully supported an earlier suggestion that the cost of 
implementation should simply be added to the University's deficit but at the 
same time, one was also aware of the fact that in the real world, if this 
programme is to be implemented, somewhere along the line a priority 
decision will have to be made whereby something else will be cut out. 
Hence the rationale for the proposed amendment. 


During the discussion that ensued, it was argued that money currently used 
to rent space, which would no longer be required after the new Library 
building has been completed, should continue to be supplied by the 


Government and used to offset the cost of implementation of the proposed 
programme; that the University has a social responsibility and a leadership 
role within our society and it should be standing up for certain principles, 
1.e., the University should be seriously questioning the priorities of the 
Government and it should be fighting harder for maintaining quality in 
educating the youth in our society; and that anything relating to financial 
matters was ultravires insofar as Senate was concerned, because Senate was 
not, in fact, a resource allocation body. 


It was stated that one was in favour of Senate receiving a report on the costs 
of the testing and the remedial programme, but at the same time it was 
argued that the implementation of the proposed programme should not be 
made conditional upon the costs. 


The feeling was expressed that the resolution did not go quite far enough, 
1.e., ordinarily any new initiative would be reviewed, but, insofar as the 
resolutions on competence in written expression were concerned, there was 
no provision for a review of the programme. It was argued that for various 
reasons, a thorough review of the programme, would be essential. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was stated that there was no mention in document US-82-1-D7 of the 
nature of the test of competence in written expression and the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council would like Senate to adopt an amendment to the 
effect that the tests be essay type tests, as recommended in the U.C.C.C. 
Report on Competence in Written Expression, (Recommendation 1.1., 
document US-80-13-D3). 


In response to the above, it was noted that there were three items in -the 
CUSA document on Competence in Written Expression, (document 
US-81-10-M),, which Senate has yet to consider, and it was suggested and 
agreed that the question of the nature of the tests would be considered under 
item d), on page 2, of that document. 


In response to a question, it was stated that the intent of the proposal from 
CUSA, which represents undergraduate students, was that the resolutions 
applied only to undergraduate students. It was suggested and Senate agreed, 
that it would be clearly specified in whatever document was finally 
approved that the regulations on Competence in Written Expression, applied 
only to undergraduate students;. 


With respect to the recommendation from the Faculty of Fine Arts that the 
proposed compulsory test of competence in written expression as a 
condition of graduation, not apply to that Faculty, Dr. O'Brien reiterated 
that graduation requirements could not apply to the Faculty of Fine Arts 
without that Faculty's agreement. He also expressed the feeling that the rest 
of the system, without the graduation requirement condition, could be 
applied as a general University-wide system and although it could be argued 
that Fine Arts students would not be under any particular compulsion to pay 
attention to it if it was not a graduation requirement, nonetheless the 
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availability of the system would be there. Consequently, regardless of 
whatever action the Faculty of Fine Arts might take in due course, no action 
would be required on the part of Senate. 


It was understood that the regulations on Competence in Written Expression 
would apply only to students enrolled in undergraduate degree programmes. 
Senators were also urged not to forget that what we were talking about was 
a parallel operation and that tests of competence in written expression would 
have to be available in both English and French, in accordance with the 
resolution adopted by Senate at its meeting of November 30, 1981. 


With respect to the amendment passed earlier by Senate that a guideline be 
inserted in the Calendar to the effect "that students who fail the test must 
undertake remedial activity immediately, and be urged to satisfy the 
requirements for competence in written expression within eighteen months", 
and particularly with respect to the second part of that amendment, it was 
stated that the interpretation was that. the student will either have taken the 
test again within eighteen months or will have registered for one of a list of 
identified courses, i1.e., the understanding was that while a student did not 
have to meet the requirement within eighteen months, the student 
nonetheless must be able to demonstrate that he or she has done something. 
That is, undertaking remedial work on one's own, would not in itself 
satisfy the intent of the amendment, but rather the student will either have 
had to take the test again or-have registered in one of the identified courses 
within eighteen months. 


In response to a concern voiced over the issue of the Faculty of Fine Arts 
being exempted from the competence in written expression requirement, it 
was stated that the locus for that discussion was going to be the Faculty 
Council and that was where arguments on the matter would have to be 
made. 


A proposed amendment to the effect that the proposal be adopted as a 
University-wide policy and that no Faculty be exempted from it, was ruled 
out of order on the grounds that the Powers of Senate do not allow Senate 
to make a graduation requirement a University-wide policy. It was further 
stated however, that if the main motion is passed, it would be possible to 
have a motion urging the Faculty of Fine Arts to adopt the policy on 
competence in written expression as a graduation requirement. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


In response to a question concerning the date of implementation, it was 
stated that if one was thinking simply in terms of giving notice to incoming 
students, and publication of the Calendar, etc., the appropriate effective date 
would be June 1983, i.e., for the Summer Session 1983. on the other hand 
if it was felt that CEGEP students should have a one year lead time in order 
to perhaps improve their competence in written expression prior to coming 
to Concordia, the implementation date could be put off for another year. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE REGULATIONS ON COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION TAKE EFFECT AS OF JUNE, 1983. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS BE URGED TO GIVE FULL 
AND SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO THE REGULATIONS ON 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION AND BE URGED TO 
ADOPT THOSE REGULATIONS. 


It was wondered, in view of the earlier statement that each Faculty has the 
right to make their own decisions with respect to graduation requirements, 
by what vehicle could Senate ensure that the policy on competence in 
written expression would become University wide and that a Faculty could 
not bow out at their whim? 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that one way to accomplish 
that objective, would be to ask the Board of Governors to over-ride Senate 
and the Faculty Councils and to declare it a University-wide policy; the 
other way would be to ask the Board of Governors to amend the Powers of 
Senate and Faculty Councils so that Senate could do what it could not do 
now, i.e., require curricular changes of Faculty Councils. 


It was wondered whether Senate felt that the matter was important enough 
to undertake either one of the actions described by Dr. O'Brien? 


It was suggested that, before we move to enforce something in such a 
drastic manner and since this all has to go back to Faculty Councils for 
approval in any case, the motion urging the Fine Arts Faculty to adopt the 
policy might be sufficient. 


It was stated that while one or other proposition as described by Dr. 
O'Brien could certainly be put to Senate, it was nonetheless a sufficiently 
different matter not simply to be tacked on to the end of what was not being 
considered by Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that basically, since this was 
a matter of records, the control of the whole process, 1.e., the determination 
of whether students have or have not satisfied the graduation requirement of 
competence in written expression, would be in the hands of the Registrar's 
Office. 82-2-13 Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that the remaining items to 
be discussed with respect to Competence in Written Expression were items 
d), e), and f), in document US-81-10-D3. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GARON, SECONDED BY MR. METHOT, 
THAT A COMMITTEE, TASK FORCE, OR WORKING GROUP BE 
CREATED BY THE UNIVERSITY SENATE TO DESIGN THE 


EXAMINATION. SUCH A COMMITTEE MUST INCLUDE AT LEAST 
ONE STUDENT FROM EACH FACULTY AND ONE PROFESSOR 
FROM EACH FACULTY. STUDENTS MUST HOLD A MAJORITY OF 
THE VOTES ON THE COMMITTEE. THIS COMMITTEE MUST 
REPORT CONCLUSIVELY TO THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY NO 
LATER THAN THE LAST SENATE MEETING IN MAY, 1982, 
(RESOLUTION d), PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-81-10-D3). 


Issues, concerns, etc., which were raised during the lengthy discussion that 
followed, included the question of students having a majority of the votes 
on the Committee; allowing students to set their own graduation criteria-, in 
the sense that the test of competence in written expression was a degree 
requirement; possible addition of faculty representatives from the English 
Department, the Département d'études francaises. and the TESL Centre, as 
non voting members; ensuring that the examinations were designed by the 
most competent people in the University, whether students or faculty; the 
absence in the resolution of specifics concerning procedures, particularly 
with respect to the disposition of the Committee's report, i.e., whether it 
would be received and approved by Senate, Faculty Councils, etc. 


With respect to the phrase "... report conclusively to the University 
community it was explained that the intention was that the report would be 
circulated to the Senate, Faculty Councils, the Student Association and to 
other interested parties, including students and faculty who were not 
members of those bodies. The idea was that since this was a very 
fundamental step and one which would ultimately effect a large number of 
people, it was important that people within the community be given an 
opportunity to provide input and to have their comments heard. 


It was pointed out that the Arts and Science Faculty Council passed a 
resolution to the effect that the Faculty was prepared and willing to 
participate in the design and administration of the test and requests Senate to 
consult the Arts and Science Faculty Council in these matters. It was further 
stated that the motion on the, floor seemed to be going in a direction which 
was slightly contrary to the resolution passed by the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council and it was argued that since we would have to have the 
agreement of the Arts and Science Faculty Council to go along with the 
proposal, Senate should respect the Arts and Science resolution as well. 


It was explained that the idea was to have a committee or group of people 
that would operate as a working group, soliciting the expertise of the 
University community, doing so very openly, and hopefully being free to 
consult with Faculty Councils, faculty members, deans, etc. and having a 
pretty free mandate to do that insofar as possible, in looking into the 
question of what form the examination should take. 


It was stated that U.C.C.C. Report on Competence in Written Expression 
which was tabled at Senate some fifteen months ago, (document 
US-80-13-D3), described the various methods used at other universities in 
Canada to improve students’ proficiency in written expression and the 
various forms for testing of competence in written expression appeared to 
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be very limited. It was argued that to undertake the process as described in 
the motion on the floor, would really only prolong the implementation of the 
proposed programme of competence in written expression. It was further 
stated that the Arts and Science Faculty Council accepted the principles of 
the resolutions adopted by Senate on November 30, 1981, (document 
US-82-1-D7), specifically with the intention that the essay type test as 
described in Recommendation 1.1., of the U.C.C.C Report on Competence 
in Written Expression, (document US-80-13-D3), would be the form of the 
test which would be used in determining the level of competence in written 
expression for incoming students. Consequently, one did not really think 
that much was to be gained by pursuing the matter presently under 
discussion. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed to the following suggested 
changes: 


1) that three faculty members, one from the English 
Department, one from the Département d'études francaises, 
and one from the TESL Centre, be added to the Committee 
as non-voting members; 


2) that the first sentence be changed to read design the form of 
the examination"; 


3) that the phrase "Students must hold a majority of the votes 
on the committee", be deleted; 


4) that the phrase "at least" in the second sentence and the word 
"conclusively" in the last sentence, be deleted. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ARNKVARN, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT RESOLUTIONS e) AND f), PAGE 2 AND 3, DOCUMENT 
US-81-10-D3, BE TABLED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration Summer Schedule - 1982 


Senate agreed to a request that Mr. Allan Burke, Internal Vice-President, 
Commerce Students’ Society, be granted speaking privileges. In his lengthy 
and detailed address to the Senate, Mr. Burke provided background 
information on the proposed change in the 1982, Summer Session schedule 
in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and the difficulties and 
problems which the students would be faced with as a result of that change. 
He advised that academically there was no argument with the proposed 
change and he emphasized that the student objections were over the lack of 
consultation and not enough advanced warning to the students with respect 
to the implementation of the new schedule. Prof. R.O. Wills, Associate 


Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, stated that there has been 
consultation on the issue with C.S.S. and C.S.A. with representatives from 
CUSA in attendance and discussions have taken place at the Faculty 
Council. This morning there was supposed to have been an open session 
with Commerce students, but for some reason or other they were not 
present and consequently he has asked for another meeting with the students 
on March 5, 1982. The Faculty feels that any problem that there might be 
with the 10-week summer session, can be resolved. He explained that in the 
4-week summer sessions that have been held in the past, it was very 
difficult for a student to pick up twelve credits and in fact, the average 
number of credits that a student would take, provided that the student was 
not working, was nine credits. Under the proposed new 10- week summer 
session, there was a greater probability that a student would be able to take 
twelve credits, but he stressed that such students would be full-time 
students taking day courses, as opposed to part-time students. He advised 
that Faculty recognized, in going to the 10-week schedule, that there will be 
some problems with potential graduates, but he emphasized that the Faculty 
was prepared to accommodate those students and would be able to do so 
because there were various strategies that the Faculty used even for the 
4j-week session. He further stated that he was prepared to meet with the 
students in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration on March 5, 1982, 
in order to determine exactly what kind of problems, if any, there might be 
and if it is found that there is a significant number of students who are 
potential graduates who cannot be accommodated, he was prepared to take 
the matter to the Faculty Council and probably at that point move that the 
implementation of the 10-week Summer Session be delayed for one more 
year. 


Included among the various issues which were raised during the discussion 
that ensued, was the rationale for bringing the matter before Senate; the lack 
of consultation with the students; the question of the time constraint 
vis-a-vis the deadline date for publication of the Summer Schedule; and the 
difficulties and problems that students would be faced with as a result of 
implementation of the 10-week schedule for the coming summer session. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien stated that what has been done so 
far, has been to put the problem before Senate for discussion, rather than 
having any particular motion, although a notice of motion was contained in 
the documents circulated for this meeting, (document US-82-2-D2). He 
advised that in preparation for the meeting he has attempted to determine 
who was responsible for what around matters of this kind and he has not 
found in the authority of the Faculty Councils or in the authority of Senate, 
the basis on which either of these bodies make a decision on the length or 
configuration of terms. Obviously for the most part, our terms are so 
traditional that the' decisions are reasonably straightforward. He further 
stated that basically the responsibility for the setting of the dates when terms 
begin and end, and the general configuration, rests on the basis of 
agreement between the Faculty Deans and the Registrar, and if they are 
unable to agree, the matter would be referred to the Vice-Rectors, and if 
necessary, to the Rector. If the Dean cares to involve the Faculty Council in 
these decisions, which was perfectly proper, it would be left up to the Dean 
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to decide whether or not to do so. By the same token, if Senate wants to 
express an opinion on the desirability or otherwise, of certain configurations 
or decisions, it would be in order for Senate to do so. He explained that in 
Senate, the position has always been taken that while Senate's actual 
authority to do this or that was as set out in the basic "Concordia 
Documents", Senate could nonetheless discuss any matter of concern to the 
University and express an opinion on it, which would then be forwarded to 
the appropriate places. In terms of why the issue was before Senate, it was 
here because the students have chosen to bring the matter before Senate. As 
to what Senate could do about it, Senate, if wished to do so could pass a 
resolution expressing-an opinion or stating that in its view, such and such 
should be done, which, he suspected, was likely to carry a fairly 
considerable amount of weight. 


The continuing discussion centered on the problems which the proposed 
10-week summer session schedule would cause for the students, including 
the problem of students who have already made job commitments on the 
assumption that the 1982 Summer Session would be structured similarly to 
last year's schedule, i.e., two terms of 41 weeks each. 


In response to a question, Prof. Wills explained that the resolutions on the 
matter which were passed by the Faculty Council consisted of a clear 
directive to the Student Request Committee that for the coming Summer 
Session every effort be made to accommodate, potential graduating students 
and also, that where possible, concurrencies be allowed with the permission 
of Department Chairmen. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. PADOWICZ, 
THAT SENATE EXPRESS THE OPINION THAT THERE SHOULD BE 
A MORATORIUM ON THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE 1982 
SUMNER SESSION SCHEDULE IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE 
AND ADMINISTRATION. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Prof. Giguere requested that his abstention from voting be recorded. 


In response to a question as to the meaning of the motion just passed, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the resolution expresses the opinion of Senate that 
there should be a moratorium. Practically speaking, the fact that Senate has 
passed the motion does-not establish a moratorium, but rather, it is an 
expression of the opinion of Senate. He further stated that an opinion 
expressed by Senate should be taken seriously by whomsoever it is 
addressed to or by whomsoever might be involved with it. Nonetheless, 
this does not automatically mean that the opinions that Senate expresses are 
going to be followed in all cases, for one reason or another. However, in 
his view, given these circumstances, the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration should seriously consider whether there would be all that 
much harm done by reversing engines and carrying on with the previously 
existing system for one more year. It must also be recognized that it might 
not turn out to be all that simple a matter because plans might well have 
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gone forward along another line and other sets of commitments might well 
have been made, and for that matter, there might well be another group of 
students who have made plans on the presumption that the changed pattern 
would, in fact, be in effect. In his opinion, the consultation meeting set for 
March 5, 1982$ should be held, and it should be organized with as much 
effort as could be brought in to it, to really bring to light the pros and cons 
of the proposed system. If indeed it turns out that the problems that are 
brought forward, can be resolved within the framework of the changed 
system, then that might still be the better way to proceed. On the other hand, 
a major problem has obviously been created and one would have to pursue 
that investigation. The Faculty of Commerce and Administration would then 
have to make up its mind to go one way or the other, and that decision 
would have to prevail, regardless of the fallout. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


